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. High school peer influence on college aspirations had a weak effect. .
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‘ ABSTRACT . S
b - o

Previous‘éstimates of high school peer influence on college aspira-

4

tions have used peer-similarity as an indicator of peer influence but’ .

-

: . . .
have neglected to control for peers' injtial similarity in' aspirations’
g P R P

¢

at the béginhing of their‘friendships. The present ahalysis ‘employs -

such'a control in both a "Wisconsin''-type recursive model of status attain-

"ment and a nonrecursive ''reciprocal influence" model, and finds that prior
estimates of peer influence have been inflated by over 100%, High
school peer influence on college aspirations is a weak effect with a path

-

coefficient between .1 and .2 in the models tésted.
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*- . PEER INFLUENCE ON COLLEGE ASPIRATIONS

: . ¢ :
\ WITH INITIAL ASPIRATIONS CONTROLLED . ‘
)

\ ‘ AN 3
Y . .
’ . 4 R .

: ‘ .
High school studentg' c ose friends ix;luence-their decisions as to
.whether ot not to attend cellege (e.g., Campbell and Alexander, 1965; . . N\
Duncan, Haller, 4nd Portes, 1968; Kandel and Lesser, 1969; Hauser 1972;

bewell and Hauser, 1972; Alexander and hckland 1979), and there have been -

Y, . -
- numerous attemptc to quantify the magﬁltude of this peer 1nf1uence effect.
} *

The chief technlqie ‘employed for this puxpose has .been path’ analys1s where
‘the size of the peer 1nf1ﬁence effect has been represented ‘by the coef- _ '

ficient of the direct path,from best'Trlend s college plans. to respondent's

]

college plans. Coeffigients for this paéh have often exceedéd .2,
suggesting a fairly’ substantial efTeet (see Hauser, 1972 Alegander and
Eckland, 1975 Sewell and Hauser, 1975; Alexander, Eckland and Gr1ff1n, 1975;

Hauser, Sewell and Alwin, 1976 . K and A{:ln and .
{ . . * *

-

Otto, 1977).

3
L4

However, the effect of peer ipfluence on college aspirations is

«

‘sméller than these findings indicate becausé estimates have been inflated

by the omission of a crucial control. These studies have, ir effect, used

A

' ' N .. . /o v - ‘..
peer simflgritx in aspirations as a measure of peer influence, attributing -

all peer similarity tolpeer influence, andlfaillng to contral for frieéds’
initial similarity in aspirations at the time for friendship selection.?
'Since,mhewever,.peers self-select each other as friends on the basis of '
initially similar aspiratioéf (Cohen, 1977;';ande1, 1978), their similar ‘

aspirations are-due to toth (1) initial similarity it the time of friendship

! a

selection and (2) peer influence following friendship formation. Without
] : , R !

[

. \
°°"t§8l§ for initial similarity the portion of eventual similarity due to

influence is overestimated. . . v . ‘ <;
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This PrOblem has been p01ntcd out by Klauss (1964) and Duncan Hdller,
and Portes (1968). and shown to be sub§tant1al by Cohen (1977) ‘and Kandel
(1978) but -the mbgn1tude of overest1mat1on has néver been 1dequate1y

)
determined.’ Kandel (1978: 436] xoncluded that standard model s "oVerestlmate
by about 100% the_influence,of friends.lﬂ' while Cohen (1977) condluded P

that there™was no peer influence on college plans: so we are Jleft with

conflicting indieations. Moreover, neither Cohen- (1977) nor Kamded- (1978)
- ‘ .

measured the overestimate directly by gomputﬂng the overestimated Valué

in the same. mannfl as that used by prior investigators using conventional
3.
[ o1,

s models. Their methods merely simulated ard approx1mated a d1rect computatlon.

| analyt1c methods. F1rst, peer_ 1nf1uence.on asp1rat10ns is computed con-

The present.ahalysis.goes beyond Cohernt (19771Wand Kandel (197%) to
actually compute the degree of>overestimation bbtaingd by standard path

o

“ventionally,without controlling for peers' initially S1m11ar ‘aspirations.

Next, the conventional models are modified to control for initial peer

L)

simiiarity, and peer influence is re-computed. The comRarisod of the con--
ventional and“corrected estimates shows the 6ercenrage oﬁhovereStiﬁation
obtained through standard methods and provides a‘correction factor that can'
be apg&1ed to conventionally-obtained results to produce an estlmate of

peer influence on aiplratlons WIth initial similarity of aspirations controlled

3

The computatidi' ofsthe correction factor for peer influence on as-
J
pirations is iPlustrated here on two préminent types of models: (1) the -
) ' . A \
"Wisconsin" type of recursive model (see especially §ewe11,\ﬁaller and
* . w

s, Ohlendorf,1970, and Hauser, Sewell and Alwin, 1976), and (2) a-''reciprocal

influence" model, which improves upon the Wisconsin model's built-in assumption

-

that rriend's aspirations affect respondent's but not vice-versa (see Duncan,
° S

Haller and Portes, 1968:127 and following).




DATA - S

¥

Cohtrols;for=fireﬁds' initial similarity at the ‘time of frigngship‘
.l . .

4

seléction are impossible with cross-sectional ‘data; however, longitudinal
' . . . . '\. .
. ‘ A3
‘measurement of sociometric choices and aspiratiqns permits such a control.
: . ¢ » : L ! . ' A
G a e . \ >, . . e
Previous longitudinal status~attainment studies measured status attainments
o ‘ - . I P
long after-aSPlratiOns,but their analyses of peer influence were Cross-
o . : »

sectlonal w(thout longitudinal soc16metr1c data they were unable to

s \

comtrol for‘trlends' prior simidarity., o

R Y
.

[
In contrast, the present data combine Coleman's (1901) Aéoleécent Soc1é{y !

p
panel&data with a 15-year follow-up study of early stékgs~atta1nment to form .

-

a three-wave data-set. The first two waves consist of questionnaire res-

. ponses, school data on 1.Q. and grades, and sociometric data collected b& - /2?
@ . ,
Cblemaq (1961) in the fall of 1957 and agaig in the Spr{hg of 1958 on the -
- r I T , . : . .
total student bodies qf ten Midwestern high schools. Yhe students' parents
. ¢! .

were also interviewed durlng that school year. The third ‘wave, carrié& out 3

by Lloyd lemme and dthers (descrlbed by Maﬁlnl, 1978) in 1973, re-interviewed

LB ¥

6,680 of Coleman's 8,148 original publlé schodl respondents. ' - .

1 . « N . . N . R .. . N

: The two-point panel sociometric data permit thQ.effects of initial k A :
< \ . o N\

/Pomopii}ic peer selection, measured at time 1, to be controlled while cal-"
culating peer influence, as measured at time 2. When Just new (spring, 1958)
relatlonshxps are qeleéted for analysis, each riew friend's 1nf1uence on )
spring, 1958 asplratloQS may be considered his total influence, since é
respondent's fall, 1957 aspirations;. which predated hisf;ew spriﬂg friend's
influence; may be #ssumed free of and sépagate from'hjs new friend's inffuence,

~

they can be controlled without artlﬁactually ellm1nat1ng part .of the friend's

. ro s
influence. Therefore, college asplratlons just pr:or to selection can be
N
1 g
controlled when peer Jnfluencd is assessed: ; -




Because the assumptign that time 1 aspirations are unaffected by

4

friend's aspirations requires tham early dspiratiuns be determined prior

.

to frlendshlp formation, this mode of analys1s can be validiy appiied only

- to new frlenﬁshlps, Fortunately, wlth socmmetrlc data for both fall 1957 ’

-

and spring 1958, it is possible to tell which friendshlp choices were ™

gprmed over the 195131958 school year i The aqﬁlyses below focus on res- o
pondenxs with new friends. Both the recursive "Wisconsin' smodel and the
reciproéal~inf1uence model use “best friend's influence” to represent péer;
influence,, and only respondgnts w%th’new Q;st.frieﬁds at t{me 2 (spring, 1958)'
are selected- for s%udy; Since the Wisconéin type wodel incorporates .at-,

Lt ~ ' ) . . \
® tainment variables, its analysis utilizes data from the fifteen-year follow-

N ' . ’
up study. There wefe 2,485_"f0116w=up boys'" who participated in all three
;;;;L; 728 of 'these chose new. best friends betweeﬁ time 1 and,tim; 2, rand

.; . ‘'are used to analyze this;model below (a parallel analyéis gannot be ﬁ;rfo;med
| on the "follow-up girls" since '"occupational aspiéé;ioﬂs," a necessary vari-
able, was not meas¥fred for girls)s h |
e " Since tha“"re;iprocal-influe;\é" model includes no attain@ent variables,

its analysis can be based on the paﬁel of students.measured twice'by‘Coleman, .

a larger subsample thah those in the follow-up study .} Of the 3, 302 boys

.

and 3,691 girls in this panel, the 993 boys and 936 glrls wlth new best

w

' friends at time ? were selected for analysis. < e

( This data-set inclides a ‘broad crossfsectioﬁ of youth from small-town

v
e
.

+ and suburban .schools, the major religious divisions (Protestant, Catholic and

L)

Jewish), and a wide range of socioeconomic statuses.” Of course, one must \\
ﬁ‘ . ’

be tautious in generalizing the- conclusions of the study to the groups that

. ' e ' .

are absent or under-represented: black and Spanish-speaking students;.-students

outside the Midwest; and those in central city and private schools.

’

g




1 MEASUREMENTS . y
- . # o .
Proﬁer mea%yrement of peer 1ng\uence on aspirations requlres not only

a contrql for neers' 1n111a1 51m11ar1ty but for other variables as well

Fortun#tely, the status—attainment models to be tested already includelthe
{ ! 1
control varlables determiped approprlate by prev1ous research.
Variables have been measured through use ofJ;chool data qn grade p01nt'
«average ahd 1.Q., the ouegtionnaire reSponses of students and:thelr parents,

L]

-

3

N s
S L 4
and sociometric cho;%es written onto the questlonnalres Exact wording fer

‘
1

Coleman's (1961) items may be found in his Append1x. Descriptions of each * °

"variable used' in the present.study fo’loy~ o - .
i
l
Best frienf: Thls is the flrst name glven when Coleman (1961)aasked‘

&
boys, '"Whay hpys here in school do you go ;round w1th most often?" and -asked

s 3 L,
girls yhht girls they. wentaa}ound-31th most often (cross1iex choices were €x-.

>

cludeds) Coleman left open’ the number of friendships to be reported‘

1.Q. and Frzend's I Q.: Most students took the Otis test or the California

* L
Test of Mental Maturlty ~ All test scores were;nprmed the -same and. pooled into "’
b . . ) ) . «
one varlavle. , : ' ) | o ' .o
Grade‘5q1nt Average Averages were collected throughout the 1957 1958 SR

‘s ¢

academic year from sohool recoxds, and are coded on a four-point scaile.

»

Socio-econpmic Status: This variable is répresented .by the prestige of.
\ .
* the major cemsus category of father's occupation. Coleman neither coded more
,precise prestige scores nor obtainedwgood information about income.

Respondent's Cqllegé Aspriations: Asked whether .or not they planned to

go to college, respondents answered "yes,"_"undécided;"or "no." This ' .
4 ) - : .
question was repeated in,poth fall and sprinf. . )

4y

Respondent S Occnpatlonal Aspiratibns: Boys (but not girls) were asked

\

in the f/ll 1nterv1ew what kind of work thev planned to go-inco when they

finished their schooling’. Responses were coded accordlng t0 major censys
¢

™

: o -




A3 pirations.

/

' 2 P e
category S1nce ‘this question was nor repeated, it was 1mp0551bie to obtain -

corrected vatues for the magnltude of feer influence on occupat10na1 as-

-

* N 4 . : . .
. ¥riend's Socioeconomic Status, Friend's Educational Aspirations, Friend's

' Occupational Aspirations: Simce respondent's ‘questionnaire and school data

: . : .

were matched with ﬁls friend's, the fri:md's questionnaire .
“ . - . .

P . . . ’ . & .

vatiables are self- -report data. ,

Parents' _Occupational Encouragement. Parents were asked what kind ©f work
Yor

they would like to see thear sons (but'not daughfers) gc into. Responses
1 ",

‘were coded by majot“census category. .

S— L

Parenfs' Educational Encouragement: Asked whether they wanteq their son

©

-

or vdaughter- to go to college, parents/answered 'yes," "undecided," or "no."
ge, p Y L

Educational Attainment: Respondents were asked in the fifteen-year_faﬁlow-

up study how much education they had completed, from some'hiéh school  te

professioral or graduaté work beyond college..

Occupational Attainment: Using data from the‘foliow-up study, reggondent's

, o ‘
most recent occupation was scored using Temme's (1975) sprestige index.

&

~ ANANLYSIS I: CORRECTION OF A RECURSIVE MODEL !
A k * 13
Model I

. L]
Description, of the-Model. Model I, a recursive model similar to pTE-

~

vious Wisconsin .’Eels is diagrammed,in Figure la. Assumptions about. the -
ceusal eftects ?f IZQ.; parent§' S.E.S., and.grade'point aterage ate thoge‘

of Sewell 1a1ier”and Ohlendorf (1970), and are;cxﬁlai&ed in their article?;
one pr1nc1p1e feature of th1s type of model is that the effects of the ex-
ogenous variables on asp1rat10ns ?nd attainments are med1ated by the-influence

of . s;gn1f1cant others "Significang others' 1nf1uencu" is disaggregated 1n§9

(1) peers' and (2) parents' influences on asp1rat10ns (similar to Hauser, Sewell

/ 0
] ! ' )

’

¢




-\

college (put not 0ccupat1ona1) asp: irations, wh11e thelr ‘occupational in-,

_that are 1ncluded in the model and that influence respondent's college plans

.\ . . .
assumed independent of each 8ther and a full information maximum likelihood
.solution for the mcdel has been computed usimg the LISREL program. The

standardized structural coefficients are presented in Table L.

-Sewell, Hafler, and Ohlendomf's (1970, figuxe 2) version of the Visconsin

and Alwin, 1976)”; beyond this, ‘both pcers' parents' influence are further
divided into (1) educational and (i) occupatiqnal influénce (sée Otto, 1978). -

Significant others' educational influences directly-affect respondent's . -

fluences d1rect1y affect respondents octupaé;onal {but not college) aspri-
]

-

ations (see Figure la). As in previous Wnécons1n models, it is assumed that
) ‘\\/\ \ ,
there are no causal‘relations between the "significant other" variables (X2

-

4
througﬁ ij Br between the aspiration variables (Xs and- X7).

Id

Since peers are primarily models, not "definers" (see Picou and Carter,
L)
> 4

1976:17), .it is the1r levels of asp1rat1on, not the1r levels of encouragement,
. ©

4 "

/ .
(peu). Peers' levels of aspiration depend on resvondents' background character-

istict because respondents select their fr1ends, and- xespondents w1th higher

i

grades, 1.Q., and socioeconomic status tend to 'sepgct friends with higher

[y
*

»

aspiration levels.

Solut1on and Results Since this model uﬂilizes'the attainment variables

measured in the f1fteen year fpllow up study, its parameters are estimated
from the subsample-of 728 follow-up boys with new best friends at time 2.

Meang’standard dev1at1ons, and Pearsonian correlation coeff1c1euts for all.

’

garlables in the model are shown ifi Appendix I. All dlsturbances have been

v IS

-

A |
Many paths in this model correspond directly to 1dent1ca1 paths in
2

, . ,
model; for these coriesponding paths the Modei I results are roughly similar

to;kheir results: .the average difference in corresponding path coefficients

between the two data sets is slightly under .09.'° The' standardized coefficient

for peer influence on college aspirations, pes, is .254, whlch falls into the

- -



range reported in previous studies of this sort. This esﬁiblishes

 the typicality of the present data-set. : _ .

Model. IA N

Descrigtién of the Model. A corrected figure for pee? influence on

educational aspirations with friend's initial similarity controlléd can be
obfaingd by'modiffing Model TI. Initiallpeer similarity may bé coﬁtrolled
thréugh the inéertiop of a new'control variable, "early college aspirations,"”
measuéed in the fall of 1?57 (time ‘1), shortly before réépondent selec;ed
his best friend. The insertion of this variable, Xo, moaifies Model I into
Model IA (see Figure 1b). | .
In Moéel I the effects of homophiliélseleétion and péer influence were
cOnfoundes to the extent that respondent's early aspiratioﬁs‘éhd friend's
as;iratioﬁs wereicorrelated due to hopophilic sglection (r = .36). Because
of this correlation high levels.of friend's.aspirations, X4, predicted back
to high levels qf respondent's early aspiratioﬁs, Xo; these early aspir;;éons
in turn continued on to affect respondent's later aspirations{ Xs, quite
str.ngl;. In short, bes?des the direct path from Xu to'Xs there also op?rated
an implicit indirect path between X, and X which was mediated by X, and which
was not included in the quei. Therefore, part of the .254 value of Py, was
acfuélly not due to the direct effect of X, on Xg at all but to this indirect
patﬁ which existed becausé of homophilic selection. The addition of X, as a
direct antecedent of X¢ in Model IA partials out the effect of respondent's
selection of a friend with similar college aspirations. This spurious
indirect effect is eliminated in Model IA whendxo is controlled; it i: ef-
fectually subtracted from the inflated .254 figure one ?btains‘with Xo un-
controlled.’! Thus, in Model IA, pev, the path from friend's to respondent-’s

college aspirations, may be interpreted appropriately as an influence effect

since the effects of reshondent's homophilic choice have been removed from it.

11 " ,,
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Selection is represented in Model IA by py,o. Respondent's early aspirations,
Xo, are shown in Figure 1b to "cause" fri~nd's plans. X,. But this 'cause"

is not attributable to peer influence since recursive, Wisconsin models

.allow for one-way influence only, wherein friend influences respondent, and

. his best friend, "George', but explain (in part) why "George' was chosen

3

L4

not for reciprocal iqfluenCewhereinrespondent influences his friend, too.
Instead, early‘planS’affect friend's plans much as socioeconomic status,
I.Q., and grade—poiﬁt a?érage affect friend's plans:/ﬁhe higher these ';_ ’
variables, thé hfghér the likely college aspirations of the person chosen
as best f;iend. lTn a Wisconsin model the Xa, Xc, X;, and Xp values of a

respondent we'llcall "Charles"™ have no effect on the college aspirations of

over "Sam", and why "George's" X, value appears in "Charles'"data-file
instead of "Sam's" XL value. Since Wisconsin models are respondent centered,
{ .
Xy is tonsidéred a characteriétic'of the respondent; it varies with his
choice of best friend, although it is considéred fixed for a given friend.
In sﬂort, the variance in X, that is accounted for by X; is attributable to N
selection. And the effects of re:nondent's homophidic selection of his best

friend on his college aspirations may be assessed from the indirect path

between X; and X that .is mediated by'Xu: the higher respondent's early col-

lege aspirations (Xp), the higher the aspiratidﬁ of the chosen best friend

(X,) and, in turn, the more upward the friend's pull on respondent's later

aspirations (Xg) .12

Two other paths new to Model IA require some explanation. Thre first, of

»
these, the direct path pgg between respondent's early and late aspiratioms,
is a stability coefficient; it represents the tendency of respondent's college

. N
aspirations to remain stable independently of whether best friend reinforces

. 3 ’ ' N
and stabilizes them through peer pressure or exerts pressure on respondent

to change. The second, ppz, represents parents' influence on early college

~

12 | »




10

aspirations as distinguished from pg,, parents' effect on later éollege'
aspirations with their effect on early aspirations.controiled. Thebvari;ble
X, represents current parental encouragement for purposés of interp}eting
Pe: and parents' early encouragement for purposes of interpreting Pog.t?
One wore feature of Model IA should be noted. ReSpondént's early
collége aspirations; Xo, do not depénd on friend's influence sincé‘the .

L 3

>
friend has not yet been selected at time 1.1

'

Solution and Results. To solve Model IA‘gll disturbances are again

assumed independent of each other, recursivity is assvmed, and the maximum
Tikelihood solution is obtained through LISREL. The path coefficients are
found in Table 2 above the §lashes. All are (within rounding error) the

rame as in Model I except fo- those paths’ leading up to X;,, X,, and Xs.ls

It is those paths rxplaining Xg, later college aspirations, that are of
central concern to this paper. First of all, college aspirations were qu;te
stable between fall and spring (peo = .600). This stability suggests that
during the interval between time 1 and 2, the forces for (non-uniform),‘G N,
change in these aspirations were relatively ineffective. The small .075
path between parents' educational encouragement and later plans showsqthat
the level of p?rental encouragement did Yittle to tran§form°time 1 plgns
(parents' impaét came earlier as shown by the .363 value of poé); Aqd, most
importantly, pLer influence, represented by psu,'is only .120, which con-
stitutes a rather small force for the modifica?&on of earlier plans&li.
The new value of pgy implies a correct;;ﬁ factor of 53% and an original

/ v
overestimate in Model I of over 160%. Pegr influencé on aspirations is
. /

l/ -
scen to be a small effect.}® // / )

o~

fi

-

. a e
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A

Ong caveat in accepting these results at face value is that the

Y

diéturbances of- Xy and Xg could be autocorrelated rather than independent

~as ass%med since Xo and Xg measure ghe’same vaviable at difrerent time

- points. If so, the violation of orthogonality assumptions could call into
questioq the results obta;&gg.(see Blalock, 1969:83; Heise, 1970:21; ° U

- Williams, 1972:119; Chase-Dunn, 1975:727, note 8). In order to gudrd

against this possibility, the coefficierts for Model IA have been recom-

-

puted by LISREL without the assumption that these two disturbances are
L N ¢
o uncorrelated.-~%hen the correlation between them, rho, is treated as a

n L4

free parameter, Model IA remains identified; the solution so obtained is
shown in Table 2 below the slashes.

3 In, this new solution all coefficients are identical to those obtained
' ©

with rﬁg assumed to be zero except for the paths leading up to Xg, which

are as gkllows. Path pgo, the§stability coefficient for coliege aspifations,
.NOW eéuals .96, reflecting tremendous stability in cellege plans; and
grades and pgrents have virtually no direct influence on later'EGI{ege

‘aspirations (though the#y indirect effects via early aspirations are

3
“ n

~

strengthened by the ﬁbwerful .956 path betweenvearly and late aspirations):

Although these path differ from the case where rho is assumed zefo,19

r .
+ peer influence on college plans remains much as before, with pgy = .116.
R L

The.implied correction factor remains at 53% based on an original Model I

overestimate greater ‘¥han 1005%.
n L

-~

ERNALYSIS I1: CORRECTION OF A "RECIPROCAL INFLUENCE" MODEL

Model II

v, . ' .
pescription of the Model. Despite the preponderance of recursive

- i . . .
models in the status-attainment literature (see above), there is considerable

L3

‘merit in the argument that each respondent and his best friend mutually p

Q ' 1‘4 .
. \
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influence each other's gspirations and that an accurate model of .peer

o\
n. ‘Y .
‘

influence on aspirations must include reciprocal causation between re-

4

spondent's and friend's aspira?fbns (see Duncaji, Haller and Portes, 1968:

122). This analysis, therefore$ ‘corrects a model of reciprocal peer
influence in the same way as the Wisconsin model was corrected above.
Model IT (Duncan, Haller and Portes' Model 1), shown in Figure 2a, provides

-

an uncorrected peer influence value to serve as a standard of comparison
©

for assessing the &ggree‘%o which.peer influence on'zollege aspirations
A .

is overestimated by reciprocal influence models which iﬁclude no control
q.f6}vmﬁtd§3 selection on the basis of common aspirations.

In this model each student's aspirations are assumed to depend on hi;
own I.Q. and S.E.S., his friend's aspirations, and his friend's S.E.S.
Peer influence on aspirations, represented by P2y and pu2, is depicted as
mutual and instantaneous. The correlation Letween disturbances is not

;

Solution and Results. Since no attainment variables from the follow-up

assumed to b¢f zero.

b §
" study are included in this model, the pan¢l, not the follow-up sample, was

4

used as the basis for analyzing Model II. The analyses that follow utilize

data from the 993 panel boys and 936 panel girls who chose new friends be-
28 .

tween fime 1 and time 2. (Means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlativns
for these subsamples are found in Appendix 2.) Model II is jusi-identified.
Its maximum likelihoqd solution has been computed by LISREL and the path

-

coefficients appear in Table 3, column 1. i
AN [

Although the mathematics and logic of Models II and IIA are symmetric,.
note that <he corresponding pairs of.path coefficients for respondent and
friend need not be equal: respondent's influence on friend's aspirations (pdz)

does not equal friend's influence on respondent's aspirations (p2s).

<

o
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Instead of using the symmetrizing method of Duncan, Haller and Portes
(1968:128-129 and Table 1, P. 121) to correct this, the figures “for pau
and pgz‘ha§\N?een simply averaged in order to'eummarize.in c~ne number the
magn1tude of peer influence on college aspirations. |

The resulting averages are .410 for boys and .41l for girls. These

uncorrected figures, if takehoat face value, would imply a substantial

peer in{lgegpé/effect.

7 . &

Model IIA

Descrlptlon of the Model As in the recursive case (Model I), the

raw peer influence f‘&ures obtained fxom Model II can be "corrected for
peers' initial s&milarity" In a reciprocal choice model, both resporn-
dent's and friend's initial qsplratlons may be introduced as éontrol

variables. This mod1f1cat1on t ransforms Model II into Model IIA, shown
{

in Figure 2b, which, in contrast“to'Mddel II, controls for peers' initial ,
levels of aspiration shortly before the tlme of mutual selectlon,'and thas °
for homophilic choice based on cepmonﬁgsp1rat1ons. .

Since Model ITA is a reciprecnl influen;e model, respondent's as- )
pirations are assumed to affect Pest friend's aspirations through peer in-
fluence,’ not simply through selection as in Model IA: hence, both pu
and py2 are considered peer influence paths. Since peer influence is assumed
to take plece only giégg the relationship has begun, later plans are influenced
only by friend's aspirations af\: a£L>r frxendshxp formation, not by his/her aspira-
tlons before frléndshxp formatxon hence, paths P23 and p,) are omxttqd For the
same reason respondents' and friends' early aspirations are’ directly affected

‘

only by their background variables, but not by friend's influence. Likewise,

since friendship selection has occurred after early aspirations'were determined,

Fd
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~respondent's and friend's background $.E.S. are assumed to affect each other's

: : : s Y, £ . '
1atgr aspirations directly (pi and pac}(but not to'§ fect edc? other's earlz .
aspirations directly (plf = Py ™ 0) (These assumptions are only valid for
.t . l ' '
respondents with new best friends; 'as in Model IA, the model is only correctly

gpécifiéd for subsamples of respondents with new friends.)

Soultion and Results. Model IIA is identified if rho,= 0; since the

model is symmetric this means both that the disturbances of Y, and Y, are

+ : ’

uncorrelated and that the disturbances of Y; and W, are uncorrelated. As in

" the recursive case (Model IA), let us first assume that rho is zero and solve 2y
with LISREL. Patﬁ coeff;cients are shown in Table 3, column 2.

Background variables' effects on ti?e 1 aspiration; are congistentl}
stronger than ;heir effects on time 2 aspirations as estimated in Model I£.
This difference is probebly'a consequence of'the Model IIA assumption tha; earl)
aspitrations precede peer iqfluenée:thereﬁore, the backéround variables were net
compeﬁiné with peer infiuence to explain varianc; in time 1 aspirations. Background
factBrs' effects on later aspirations in Model IIA are net 8& their effects on
ecarly aspirations, so it is not surprising.that most of their effect on aspif~
ations 1is early, and that virtually none occurs later. 7The effect of early
aspirations on later aspirations is strong, with P2: and py3 in the .6 - .7 area.
The correlation between the disturbances of Y, and }“ is an acceptable -.242
for boys and -.243 for girls (see Duncan, Hailer and Portés, 1968).

- The magnitude of peer influence,.represented by the %yerage of p2, and ?»z-
is .137 for boys and .15} for girls, much iowér than in Model Ili The correction
factors are 67 and 63 percght for boys and girls, respectively, revealing 0ver7
estimates ’of over 100% in I

ciprocal choice models when initial hdmophily is

left uncontrolled.

-~
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As in the recursive case, the ashumption that rho = 0 could be invalid

due to autocorrelation; .cain, it seems advisable to relax this assumption and

solve a second time to 'see if the results hold up. Model IIA differs from 2
Model, IA in that when the assufiption that rho = 0 is réi;xed.'two other cor-

4
relations must be assumed zero in.order to identify thef model: (a) the cor-

.
I3 ~N

. relation between thetdisﬁhrbances of Y, and Y,, and (b) the correlation between

the disturbances of Y, and Y;. But this new set of assumptions improves on the ‘A

—

questionable assumption that rho = 0: since rho refers to autocorrelations

between the same variable at two points in time, it is expected- to be positive

in value in direct contradiction to the agsumption that fixes it at:zero. At

\ . . .
least under the new set of assumptions there are no theoretical expectations
& ’ ’ R
that non~zero values will occur for the correlations that hqgf been fixed at

. .

zero,
With the new assumptions in force and rho treated as a free parameter,

Model IIA is once again solved through‘LISREL. The resulting path coefficients

*

appear in Table 3, column 3,2°

- «

Coefficients for the paths leading up to Y, and Y; are just as before.
However, some of the‘eﬁfects of baékground factors én time 2 aspira%ipns come
out somewhat larger, falling in éhe .1 - .2 range. The effect o£ early plgns )
on later plans now rangrs between ,296 and 794 depending on the value of rhé:z‘
The average peer influence value is ;167 for boys and .185 for girls, figﬁrés
nearly as low as those obtained when rho was assumﬁf to d¢ zero. The cofreéti;n‘
factors for b%ys and girls are 62% and 58% te;pectively. These correction
}actors for th€ reciprocal choice model are not very different from those. for

the recursive model, although both the uncorrected and corrected influence .

levels are a bit higher in the reciprocal influence model.




ey DISCUSSION
¢ 3 N

te, ' ' . L /
' The purpose of this paper has been quite limited and specxflc, namely to

compute a correction factor for peer influence on aspirations once 1n1t181

P

. aspirations -have been controlled. The analysls 111ustrates how two standard
?

’
types of models can be modified to add this control, assuming the availability

of "longitudinal sociometric data. It also shows 6n a fairly representative
]

and not atypical data-set how such a correction procedyxe might come od%

o *

numerically, i.e., how great in magnitude -that correctiOn factor might be.

,

All the correction factors fall betweg&-SBZ and 67%: this holds true 8Cross

» .

different mod ls.' These figures can be kept in mind for assessing the iikely

v

overestimates obtained whenever conventipnal models are used.

‘

This is not to say that the correction fc~tor is invariaa&\from sample

”»
4

to sample; we can only learn its degree of invariance from.repeatéd computation
of this correction on different data.?f The éorrection factors obtained should
var& according to the spécific model emp.oyed; however, varying the model did
not cause the mégnitude of the correctidn factor to vary much in the present

data.

-

‘ To"ee extent that present measures of (1) the uncorrected magnitude of peer

influence, and (2) the correction factors are typical, some tentative conclusions
-

may be advanced about the magnitude of peer influence on college plans. Despite

different Eypes of models (recursiQe and non-recursive), peer influence fell into

. o
the .1 - .2 Jange. This stamps it as a decidedly smaller effect than most past re-
‘ ' : ¢
i
search has indicated, since most uncorrected figures have fafjes into the .2.- .3

y . .
range (and did also in Model I of this study). It should be recognized that there

is no single effect of "peer influence'; ther: are only 'peer influence on college

-

1 J




of drug us» " and sc on. Peers may be quite influential in some areas of

aspiraticns,' "peer influence on occupational aspirationms,” "peer influence
\\ .

-

. , -
life but not others, Cohen (1977) apd‘Kande1;11978) have reported in part

the range of this variation, and in both of these ‘tudies college aspirations
. Y

° ,\’ . . . .
came out as one of the weakest areas of .peer influence. Peer influenté may

be strong in many areas of life, but this study iqﬂ&cates that peer influence

on, college aspirations is quite a weak effect.
i .
: .
Since peer effects on college aspirations were not eliminated by the

addition of a tontrol for initiél homophily, begr influente on college as-
pirations should not be dropped from future status-attainment models. Since,
hdgever, most Status—httaipment models will be solved without the availa;ility
of longitudinal sociometric data, and slnce the ccﬁ%utation of peer influence

v

; Y .
correction factors is cumbersome, it is unlikely that corrected peer influence
values can be routinely obtained. Perhaps the best strategy will be to com-

pute standard, uncorrected values of peer ihfluence and then simply apply 4

" 3

-

‘the correction factor obtained from this study or similar replications of it

- N L

to obtain corrgcted values. ' : X

.

P .
The introduction of a correction faégor or the inclusion of a control

for initial homophilic selection will definitely improve models of the type

analyzed here. However, this analysis purports to be one step toward the

ideal of correct modeling, not the completion of the journey. Future status-

o

attainment studies should incorporate types of péer influence ignored in past
reésearch. The emphasis on "best friend" #fluence has slighted cross-sex
influence, which could be quite import#nt (see Otto, 1977), and the influence
of respondents' total interpersonal §nvi;onments or networks. Furthermore,

the emphasis on current friends and their influence ignores rcppndents' istory
of friendship. Are the iasting effects of past friends' influence.more sub-
stantial than the effects of current frie 'is? Is there a keﬁr age at w{:ich

\

peers are most influential? Théwprgsent study hag operationalized peer in-

¢ ) -




. . 1
n ’.‘ . . ’ . .
fluence as current best friend's influfnce only to utilize the most prominent-. .

tatus-dttainment models to illustrate the correction factor; this does not
A} . " ) ‘ . . I
constitute approval of their narrow,construction of the peer influence concept. kK

. . . . . ' o
Besides the neec to improve their measurement of peer influence, stat%s-
p

attainment models need additional refinements as well. For example, occupational '

and educational encouragement and aspirations should be kept separate but at

. S ¢

the same time related in some way. A detailed discussion of suggested changes

o i)

in status-attainment models®ould go Léyond the scope of this paper. Hou®y

3]
ever, many more refinements axg/¢;3bably needed before these mo may be

considered "correctly specified" and the estimates obtained from them con-

™

sidered definitive. ' ' . .

N




'FOOTNOTES

.
b : f )
*

. In other studies~(e.g.,a§ewé11, Haller, and Portes, 1969; Sewell,

Haller and Ohlend;rf, 1970; Woelfel? and Haller, i971; Sewell and Hauser,*

1975) peer influences wére combined with parents' and teachers' in< ' .
. - il :

: ~
fluences into indices of "significant other" influence; path coefficients
between sigpificant other indices and college plans have generally
ranged between .4 and .6. : , \

A few studies (e.g., Duncan, Haller and Portes, 1968; Sewell and Hauser,

1972; Williams, 19?2; Picou and Carter, 1976) have partially controlled

Q

" for initial homophilic selection thrdugh a technique (see Duncan, Haller

and Portes, {968:136; Karweit, 1976:1) which controls for assortative.

friendship pairing based on pxogenous background variables correlated

N L]

with aspirations (e.g., I.Q.; parentalkoccupation, income, and education);

o ’ :
however, assortative friendship pairing on the bgsis of initially similar

educational and/or occupational aspirationg cannot be fully controlled

through this technique (see Duncan, Haller and Portes, 1968:135-136). '

, L

There was some case loss through panel attrition. Of 8,879 students
interviewed in the fall of 1957, 8,223 were re-studied the nex;)spriﬁg

to form Coleman's panel; of 4,212 public school boys driginaily inter-

viewed; 3,671 were in the panel, and 3,176 were in the follow~up study.
A check for selective panel attrition reveals that yater waves (compared:
to wave 1) slightly underrepresent stugdents with .lowest coilege aspir-

ations, but are unbi:sed in 1.Q., in parents' socioeconomic status, and

’ °

in the importance with which peers were regarded; it is important that

&Y

the most peer-oriented were not lost through attritiomu.

A




The mdtching of respondents and friends ;150 involved case loss
because some reséondents did not provide sociometric data, sope‘méde
9 choxces, and some chose friends for whom questlonnalre dat; were
»iavailable: 6, 993 of the 7,522 publlc school pagel members and 2;&85
of the 3,176 boys, in the f0116w—np were. su;cessfully matuhed w1th~¢h91r

first-choice friends' questionnaire data. These rates of.pase loss ‘

. %' .
compare favorably to that reported by Duncan; Raller, and _Portes +(1968:"
¢ b Lo * ~ . Lo

o~

"120). . 5 e

. a [N » 1

'The one patholic parochialschool was gropped from all a%ﬁlyses since it

, . . -
was not. included in ‘the follow-up study; thus, no central city.schools

~

were included. Since peer inflience should be abuhdant in-suburban — R
schools{ the lack of central city data does not seem critical to the . o
& N ¢ .
gy . ) -

‘study of peer influence.

- t . . Y

" As in previous research "first-named friend" is a proxy for "best friend";

this procedure seems appropriate here because one purpose of this research -
o .. ' / ‘
. ,

It is likely that:high schoollstudents influence dnd are influenced by . ~

is to replicate prior studies.

* opposite-sexed friends (see, for example, Otto, 1977); that separate

phenomenon cannot be studied here.
In Models I and IA, the assumed time sequence would be more consistent

if respondent's occupational aspirations in the spring (time 2) were . \
" \ . .
available. The time 1 measure must be used as a proxy for the missing

time 2 measure. Fortunately, results dependent on this assumption are

v \

not central to the paper's argument. . , .
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+ ) ’ .
. 8. Most recent status-attainment studies omjt the effects of school
sbcioeconomic context. Campbell and Alexander (1965) found that’the
socloeconomic composition of the student body did- not affect college

. plan§ directly, but only through the influence of close friéids and
] »

" close friends' S.E,S. And Hauser (1971), Duncan, Featherman and Duncan
(1872), Jencks and Brown (1975), and Alwin and Otto (1977) have all ~

shown that between-school peer context effects are small.

1

9. Teachers' encouragement. is omitted; teachers' influence on aspirations
\has been found weak by Herriott (1963), Hauser (1972), Williams (1975),
Sewell and Hauser (1975), and Alexander and Eckland (1975). .

10. Since the two studies used different measures with different metrics to

3
v

measure the same variables, between—sample comparlsOns of metric co- .
efflclentj would not be geaningful,

#11. .The Model IA value ©f pey is mathematically obtained by removing (through .
S !

-

‘subtraction) from X, the part of X, that was actually an effect of X, .
'4! (llkgwisg for the effeéts of X, and Xz on X,), and then using the re-

mainder of X, (the reiégual) rather than the ghglg/yf X, as a regressor

of Xg. ! o

A §
12. Since Model IA is recursive, it does not allow for reciprocal selections:

‘3

there is Ao "selectionf‘arrow leading back.from %riend to respondent,
Nevertheless, friend's selection of rquoﬂdent has implicitly béen taken
into account in order to remove all selection effects from the torrected

§ estimafe of peer influence (pg,). The estimation procedure for computing

Pey uses as its input r,,, which represents the homophily of friends and

-~
S

' respondents prior.to peer influence regardless of who has selected whom.

As described in the text, this homophl]xc selection effect is removed from

the model's estimate of py,. (If friend's c?oice of respondent were confounded

J , ’ ' . 5

/ v 2 4 . \
s ' .
' J :




13.

L4o

17.

16.

with influence in pgy, the pgy value obtained would continue to over-
estimate influence somewhat, and would yield a conservative correction

factor smaller than the true correction factor.) | N

The interpretation of . "X, as a proxy for early parental enéouragement
is also dictated by the temporal sequeﬁ&e of measurement. Since
parents were intervieweg throughout the 1957-1958 school year, many may
have been interviewed after X, was messured, and it would make no sense
for Xzﬁto cause a variabl. that predated it. X, seems like a reasonable
pro’} for early encouragement; hd%ever, ;t would be preferable to have
an'eaylier measure .of parental encouragement to avoid the need, to intet-
pret X, as a proxy. Fortunately, the accuracy of path p;g 1s not crucial
for eétablishing the main foin; of tﬂe paper.
Since an old friend would ha;e influenced X, as well as Xg, Model IA is
only correctly specified for respondents with.a new best friemd at time 2.
The ordinary least squares resultsﬂgre remarkably similar to the: LISREL
resﬁlts fqr both Model 1 and Model IA. mﬁk ) |
I1f everyone in the sample changed by 'a constant amoung\this stability
coefficient would still be high. .
The value of this coefficient Yells how many standard deviation units X
could be expected to éhangp if X, changed by one standard deviation unit
while X4, X;, and iz were held constant. It differs'from the uACorrected
peer influence coefficient.for the foilowing reason. In Model I, a one
standard deviation increment of X, predicted to a .254 standard deviation

increment in Xg not only because X, affected Xg, but because the increment

in X, implied a simultaneous increment in X,, which also affected X;. In

contrast, the .120 unit increment in X; is expected when X, is incremented

one standard deviation, but X, is held constant rather than permitted to

assume its new expected value (this is what happens when X, is controlled).

-

25
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18.

19.

20‘

21.

22.,

Although peer influence is small, significant otier influence is sub+

4

stantial due to the impact of parents. Parents' indirect effect on later

plans, given hy the indirect path pzo * pgo = (.363) - (.6063 - .218:
supplements their smalf Airect'effect on‘later pians (pgz = .078) to
total .218 + .078 = ,296.

The maximum likelihood estimate of rho is -.,242, a'negative autocorrelation.
A‘comparison of observed anq implied correlations reveals all dif;,
ferences ;nder .05, whicg suggests a gpod fit between model 822 data.
The correletion between the disturbances of X, and X, is acceptable at
-.179 fof boys and -.171 for girls. C

The symmetry of these effects, i.g. background factérs and early aspir-
ations on later aspirations, is nov seen not only as a consequence of the
model's logical and mathematical symmetry, but also as a direct consequence
6f the assumed equality of the two rho values; with £hat aSSUmptioﬁ

relaxed, the earlier symmet;y of rhese path coefficients has disappeared.’
Maximum likelihood estimétes of fhe rho values range between -.02 gnd
.}3,ﬂang can be positive on one side of the model while negative on the
opposite side; the path ébefficients dependent on the.rho value fluctuate
accordingly.

Since as aquaintance érows, homophily becomes a §tronge; factor in friend~
ship choice (Newcomb, 1961; Cohen, 1977), selection may figure ﬁore pro-
minently in the similarity of new friends than of old friends; corres-
pondingly, tﬁe correction factor may be smaller for old friends than for
new. The cprrection factor for old friends could not be computed in this .

data set, but could be computed for older friends with a longer time

interval between the repeated sociometric measures.




" M ~ '
' v

There was no evidence, however, that the new friendships wé;e atypically
weak in influence.  Since corrected influence figures could not be com-
puted for old friends, the uncorrected influence figures were used to
compare "new friends" to "all friends." In the recursive case the metric
0.L.S. influence coefficients for té;se tw‘.subsamples differed by less
than .01 (.279 vs. ;271). In _he reciprocalginfluence'case, standard-
ized coefficie;ts could be compared becausé corresponding standard
deviations for the two subsampleé were virtually identical; combining-
boys and gi;ls, new friends' influence averaged .411 c0mparéd to .38i for

all friends. 1f o0ld friends exerted more influence than new, it would

have shown up in these coefficients.
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- Figure 1: (a) Model I - A recursive "Wisconsin' model of early status attain-

ment; (b) Model IA - A modified version of Model 1. Variables: Xz = I1.Q.; X¢c =
Parents' socioeoncomic status; Xp = Respondent's early college aspirations o
(time 1); X; = Grade point average; X2 = Parents' educational encouragement; d
X3 = Parents' occupational encouragement; X4 = Friend's college aspirations

(time 2}; X5 = Friend's occupational aspiratidns; X6 = Respondent's college
aspirations (time 2); X7 = Respondent's occupational aspirations; Xg = Educa-

tional attainment; Xg = Occupational attainment. Rho is the correlation between

the Xg and 7¢ disturbances.
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Figure 2: (a) Model II- A reciprocal influence model (Duncan, Haller and
Portes Model 1); (b) Model IIA - A modified version of Model IT., Variables:

" Xa = 1.Q., Xc = Parents' socioeconomic status; X4 = Friend's 1.Q.; Xg = Friend's
parents' socideconomic status; Y3 = Early college aspirations (time 1); ¥z =
College aspirations (time 2); Ys3.= Friend's early college aspirations (time 1);
Y4 = Friend's college aspirations (time 2). Rho refers to an autocorrelation
between the disturbances of the same v-ri:ble measured at both time 1 and 2.
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Dependent
Variables | © SES

(x.)

I.Q.
(x)

Independent Variables

Parents' Parents' Friend's Friend's Occupa- Educa- ,
Educa. Occupa. College Occupa. College tional tional 0
G.P.A. Encour. Encour, Aspir. Aspir, Aspir. Aspir. Attain. )
(X,) (Xz): (X3) Vv(Xy,) (Xs”) (Xg) (X4) (Xa)

-,
L o GoPvo (xl)

Parents' Educa-

ticnal Encourage- t179
ment (X,)

Parents' Occupa-

tional Encourage- .123
ment. (X,)

Friend's College

Aspirations (X,) *,125
Friend's Occupa-
tional Aspira- .105

tions (X)

College Aspira-
tions (X;)

Occupational
Aspirations (X,)

Educational
Attainment (Xg,)

Occupational
Attainment (X,)

.545_

.187

.076

.085

.021

' N
113 e /'/
N (.A’" Y L2
\
.063 : ) "
1
5
.158
. ' N
.146
-

.310 297 ‘ .254
,0

0195 -7 N 0059 ' .277

360 .107 ~. .094° ) v 353

' .090 640
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Table 2. Model IA Rath Coefficients “(estimates with rho = 0 before the slash and estimates with rho free below the 8las
5 -§ : . - Inzependent Variables ’ o
o | ' Parents' Parents' Friend's Friend's Early Occupa. Educa-

Dependent v Educa.- Occupa. College Occupa. College College tional tional

Variables SES - 'I.Q. G.P.A. Encour. Epcour. Aspir. Aspir. Aspir. = Aspir. Aspir. Attaif

(Xc.) (Xa) (X;) (Xa) (X,y) (Xy) (Xs) (Xy) _ (Xs). (Xe) (Xa)
. . \ "
G.P.A. (X;) 545/ N ' -
‘. ‘ 0545 . - ‘ - g
4

Parents' Educa- | < g

tional Encour- .179/ .187/ 133/ - : g ‘ ‘ .

agement (X,) 179 .187  .113 \ :

: \

Parents' Occu-~ ' . L C)

pational Encour- .123/ .076/ .063/ . M .

Friend's College .058/ .041/ .088/ ' - .291/

Aspirations (X,) .058 041 . ,088 . 291

: \
» . .
. Friend's Occupa-

tional Aspira- . .106/ .022/. 145/

tions (X;) : 106,022 145 , \. o
~  Early College - 179/ 275/ .363/ | » -

Aspirations{(X,) . .179 .275 .363 : e

College Aspjr-7 - .153/ .078/ .120/ .00/ - o

Occupational w195/ . .059/ 277/

Aspirations (X,) C 195 .059 277 &

Educational ‘ 361/ .106/ .094/ 352/

Attainment (XQ) 0361 ‘ 0106 . 094 0352

Occupational ' . {091/ .640

Attainment (X,) : : .091 .64




N
# .

4

Pia - 1.Q. to Eazly Aspirations

Pic ~ S.E.S. to Eariy Asp/ vations

. Pyg T Friend 1.Q. to Friend Early Aspirations

Pyg ~ Friend S.E.S} to Friend Early Aspirations

Pys ~ 1.Q. to TimeiZ Aspirations -

Pye ~ S.E.S. Eo Time 24Aspiratibns

12Y: -.Friend S.E.S. to Time 2 Aapirat;ons

P = StE.S. to Friend Time Z.Aspiragions‘

Pyd - ¥riend 1.Q. to Frieﬁd Time: 2 Aspirationg
- E‘riea S.E.S. to Friend Time 2 Aspix:ations

q;iy:\ﬂnxl%;fspirations to Time é Aspirétions

Poy ~ Friend Yime 2 Aspirations to Time 2
Aspirations

P2 " Time 2 Aspirdtions to Friend Time 2
Aspirations

Pa3 ~ Friend Ea;ly Aspirations to Friend Time
2 Aspirations

---i-------—---—---

hY

Molel 11 |

,+205/.214
1236/.229 %

-.052/.054

’-017/-00]\

.237/.202

® .226/.1T49

.516/.355

364/ .534

(24

7 Solutio

with
rho_= 0

.275/.258
241/ .248
.286/.263

.280/.270
.099/.100
.088/.082

~.017/.032

"~ -.005/,011

.090/.072
.069/.039
.614/.645
.183/.153

0090/'148

664/ ,697

Model IfA
—_—

~-

Y A

1

Solution

with

‘tho free

.275/.258
261/ . 248
.286/.263
.280/.270
.183/.098
163/ .085
.049/.031
.007/-.030
1q52/.138
.034/.107

.296/.6if

248/ .155
.048/.214

794/ .424

.

Table 3. Model Il and Model IIA Path Coefficients (Boys' coefficients befdre the slash, girls' coefficienci after the lesh)
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Apbehdi; 1. Means, Standard Deviations and Pearsonian Correlation Coefficients
N ¢~ for all Boys in the Follow-up Study with New Friends

X X
¢ fa Xy X3 X5 X X X X Xy Xgo X
Parents' Socio-
. Economic i g
Status (Xb) 1.000
1.Q. (Xa) .231 1.000
CG.P.AL (X)) .233 546 1.000
Parents' Occupa- A
tional Encour- .
agement (XS) 155 .140 ;134 1.000
Friend's Occupa- :
tional Aspira- .
tions (XS) .145 .126 .182 .083 1.000
‘;;rents' Educa-
R tional Encour- - - o .
‘agement (Xz) .249 .290 ,257 .380 .248 1.00¢
Friend's College R )
Plans (Tz)(x4) .184 .206 .243 .077 .551 .201 1.000
Respondent's \
*College Plans
(Tl)(xo) .334 .356 .410 .212 .279 .478 .360 1.000
Respondent's
College Plans . - :
(Ty) (X,) - 335 .377 .448 .198 .370 .428 .389 .744 1.000
Respondent's | =
Occupational .
Aspirations (X7) .183 .279 .253 .109 .317 .292 .258 .518 -.470 1.000
- > °
Respondent's ” )
Educational ) : ’ : :
Attainrent (Xs) .331 .438 .569 .139 .304 .369 .340 .530 .596 -392 1.000
Respondent's
Occupational . ¢
Attainment (Xg)' .280 .421 .424 211 .233 .283 .268 .430 .451 .341 .675 1.000
* Mean 4.55 105.0 2.02 2.52 1.64 2.72 1.20 1.27 1.17 1.60 6.27 479.7
Standard : \\\ -
Deviation 2.25 12.59 0.75 0.80, 0.98 0.59 0.883 0.83 0,88 0.99 1.22 141.5




Appendix 2.. Means, Standard;DeGiatibn.and Pearsonian Correlation Coefficients for Panel Members with New Triends
(figures for boys hefore the slash and for girls after the slash) -

IQ (X)) 1.000

Socioeconomic.5£atus (XC) .208/.233 1.000

.Friend's Socioeconomic ‘

. Status (Xf) .127[.184 .257/.273 1.000

Friend's I1.Q. (Xd) .210/.250 i103/.142 .221/.210 1.000 )
~ Educational '

Aspirations (T2)'(Y2) .374/.382 .346/.376 273 .253/.222 1.000

FriendYs Educational

Aspirations (T2) (Yd) ' .198/.264 ,205/.266 .376/.347  ,399/.445 1.000

Eduéational '

Aspirations (T1) (Yl) .360/.341‘{.333/.343 .212/.232 ,213/.195 «741/.772 .364/.374 1.000
Friend's Educational :
Aspirations (T1) (73) 224/.,242 ,229/.287 .372%/.348 ,382/.338 .415/.404 ,761/.792 .397/.348 1.000
Mean : ~ 104.7/104.6 4.49/4.29 4.45/4.27 104.5/105.3 1.15/1.06 1.20/1.08 1.27/1.12 1.23/1.13%
" K
Standard Devtation 12.34/11.99 2,23/2.22 2,20/2.18 12,71/11.31 0.88/0.90 0.88/0,89 0.84/0.90 0.87/0.91
{
\.
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